TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today (1)
was not witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is
not bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Ex parte STEVEN M HOFFMAN, TI MOTHY M GARTON and DAVWN M
GALECK

Appeal No. 1997- 0384
Appl i cation 08/ 086, 498

ON BRI EF

Before HAI RSTON, JERRY SM TH and FRAHM Adni ni strative Patent
Judges.

FRAHM Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

Appel | ants have appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner’s
final rejection of clains 1, 6 to 9, 11, 12, 15, 18, 20, and
2. Cdainms 2 to 5, 10, 13, 14, 16, 17, and 19 have been
cancel ed.

BACKGROUND

The subject matter on appeal is directed to the field of
liquid crystal display (LCD) devices, and particularly to a
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di splay circuit and display signal generator used in
controlling the scrolling of characters across a displ ay
screen. Scrolling is effected by first displaying a character
in a given location, followed by a "bl anki ng" period where the
character is blanked at the given location for a | ength of
time, and lastly a different character is displayed at the
sanme given location. |In this manner a word, synbol, or nunber
can be noved across an LCD screen. As indicated in the
specification (pages 2 and 4), appellants recognized that
prior art LCD s suffered fromdifficulties in scrolling such
as interference between sequentially generated characters

whi ch are being displayed on a display device (see
specification, page 4). Appellants have recogni zed that such
"runover" or "interference" degrades inmage quality of scrolled
i mges on the display (see specification, page 4). To
overconme this problem appellants provide a display signa
generator to performa bl anking operation for a tinme interval
proportional to the decay rate of the display screen, thereby
overcom ng the problemin the prior art of interference

bet ween sequential characters which are displayed in the sanme

i mge frane during a scrolling operation.
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As further discussed, infra, we find that the applied
references to Tsunoda and Hi | sum whether taken singly or in
conbination, fail to teach or suggest at |east the feature of
bl anki ng during scrolling for a tinme proportional to a decay

rate

of the display as defined in each of independent clains 1 and
18 on appeal .
Representati ve i ndependent claim 1l is reproduced bel ow ?

1. A display circuit for scrolling information inmge
frames across a display area having a first end and a second
end such that nessage i nages nove across the display area, the
first and second ends on opposite ends of the display area,
the display circuit conprising:

a liquid crystal display elenent having a persistent
di splay screen including the display area to display the
information i mage frames thereupon, the persistent display
screen having an associ ated i nage decay rate;

a display signal generator coupled to the display el ement
to generate display signals which cause the display elenent to
sequentially display in the display area a plurality of
information image frames which are periodically noved a

1w note that the bracketed and underlined changes nade in
representative claim1 are included herein so as to best denonstrate our
understandi ng of what is being claimed as it is described in appellants’
specification. Qur understanding of what is being clainmed is that no
i nformati on image i s being displayed at the display el ement during the
bl anki ng i nterval.
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predeterm ned di stance fromthe first end toward the second
end during blank intervals, the display signal generator
generating display signals which [do not] control the display
el enent to not display an information imge during the bl ank
interval, the blank interval being proportional to the decay
rate of the display screen such that each information inage
fades substantially fromthe display area before the
information image is noved to reduce interference between

i nformati on i mage franes; and

a liquid crystal display device controller coupled to the
di spl ay signal generator to receive the display signal
generated by the display signal generator and to generate
control signals to power at |east selected portions of the
l[iquid crystal display el enment responsive to the display
si gnal .

The follow ng references are relied on by the exam ner:

Hlsumet al. (HIsum 3,972,040 Jul . 27,
1976
Tsunoda 4,646, 081 Feb. 24,
1987

Claims 1, 2, 6 to 12, and 15 were rejected under 35
US C 8§ 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite (see
final rejection, page 2). This rejection was not repeated in
the Answer, and accordingly this rejection is taken by us as
havi ng been withdrawn. See MPEP § 1208.

Caims 1, 6 to 9, 11, 12, 15, 18, 20, and 21 stand
rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103. As evidence of obviousness,
the exam ner relies upon Tsunoda in view of Hilsum

Rat her than repeat the positions of appellants and the
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exam ner, reference is made to the Brief and the Answer for
the respective details thereof.
OPI NI ON

It is our viewthat the prior art relied upon and the
| evel of skill in the particular art would not have suggested
to one of ordinary skill in the art the obviousness of the
invention as set forth in clains 1, 6 to 9, 11, 12, 15, 18,
20, and 21. In reaching our conclusion on the issues raised
in this appeal, we have carefully considered appellants’
specification and clains, the applied patents, and the
respective viewpoints of appellants and the exam ner. As a
consequence of our review, we are in general agreenment with
appel lants (Brief, page 4) that the clains on appeal woul d not
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the
time the invention was nade in |light of the collective
teachi ngs of Tsunoda and H |l sum For the reasons which
follow, we will not sustain the decision of the exam ner
rejecting clains 1, 6 to 9, 11, 12, 15, 18, 20, and 21 under
35 U S.C. § 103.

The exam ner relies upon Tsunoda as showi ng all of the

recited features of representative claim1 of a display

5



Appeal No. 1997-0384
Appl i cation 08/ 086, 498

circuit for scrolling information i mage franes across a |liquid
crystal display, except for the details of the blanking
interval recited in the claim The exam ner admts that
"Tsunoda does not address considerati on of accommopdati ng decay
rates to prevent interference"” between inages on a LCD
(Answer, page 8). The exam ner goes on to admt that "Tsunoda
does not teach the blanking interval being proportional to the
decay rate of the display screen" (Answer, page 6) as called
for in representative claiml1l, and then relies upon the
secondary reference to Hlsumfor this feature. The exam ner
states that it would have been obvious to nodify the display
circuit of Tsunoda with the bl anking pulse of HIsum (H |sums
bl anki ng pul se being proportional to the decay rate of the
screen) "so that the display el enents of the inages are not
over | apped” (Answer, page 6).

We note that Hi |l sum has nothing to do wth scrolling in a
LCD, and instead relates to refreshing in a LCD (see Hi | sum
colum 1, lines 4 to 5). Refreshing concerns trying to keep
an elenment in the display activated for a given length of tine
so that an image can be seen. Scrolling on the other hand,

concerns keeping an el enent unactivated (i.e., blanked) for a
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given length of time in order to scroll an inmage across a
screen. Thus, scrolling is concerned with interference
bet ween i nage frames, whereas refreshing is not.

As specifically recognized by Hlsum "[r]efreshing is to
be distinguished fromresetting or rewiting which involves
changing the information or scene displayed" (colum 1, |ines
41 to 43). W note that the scrolling of appellants’ clains
on appeal involves just that, rewiting or changing the
i nformation displayed, so that an image appears to scrol
across the screen. Accordingly, although Hi |l sum di scusses a
decay rate in relation to a display, H|lsumconcerns
refreshing (activating a display elenent for a given tine) and
not scrolling (unactivating or blanking a display el enent for
a given tine). Indeed, the portion of Hlsumrelied on by the
exam ner actually describes a display elenment (elenent 3,, of
Figure 3) as being "in the operated state for a period
determ ned by the Iength of the pul ses plus the decay rate of
the particular display effect used after renoval of the
pul ses” (Hlsum colum 4, lines 58 to 61).

Appel  ants argue (Brief, page 4) that H | sum does not

concern scrolling imges on a display. W agree. As
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di scussed, supra, Hilsumconcerns the refresh of a display
el ement (3,; in Figure 3) and not bl anking such as used in
scrolling. Therefore, we find that there is no notivation to
conbi ne these references since H | sum (refreshing) teaches
away from Tsunoda (scrolling), and that to conbine these two
references in order to achieve appellants’ clained invention
woul d require the use of hindsight. Only appellants have
recogni zed the problemin displays which scroll information
that interference occurs between inage frames (see
specification, pages 2 and 4). Neither Tsunoda nor Hilsum
di scusses interference between display elenments during a
scrol ling operation.

We agree with appellants (Brief, page 4) that there would
have been no notivation to conbi ne Tsunoda and Hi | sumin order
to achi eve appellants’ recited invention. W find that the
exam ner’s notivation for making the conbination in the
statenent of the rejection (Answer, page 6) fails to provide
an explanation for why the ordinary artisan, |ooking at
Tsunoda and Hi |l sum woul d have been notivated to blank for an
interval proportional to a screen decay rate to reduce

interference during scrolling as recited in the clains on
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appeal. Only Hilsumdi scusses decay rate, and there would
have been no need in Hilsumto prevent interference or
over |l appi ng of display elenents since Hi|lsum does not pertain
to scrolling. As discussed earlier, Tsunoda concerns bl anking
during scrolling to prevent interference and Hi |l sum pertains
to the opposing problem of refreshing by sustaining an i nage,
not blanking it. One of ordinary skill in the art concerned
with scrolling would not ook to Hlsumto solve the problem
of interference since Hlsumpertains to refreshing or
sustaining display elenents, and therefore teaches away.
Because we find that the exam ner has not properly nade a

prima facie case of obviousness, we will reverse the decision

of the exam ner rejecting clains 1, 6 to 9, 11, 12, 15, 18,
20, and 21 under 35 U. S.C. § 103.

In light of the foregoing, the differences between the
subject matter recited in the clains and the references are
such that the clainmed subject matter as a whol e woul d not have

been

obvious within the nmeaning of 35 U S.C. §8 103. Accordingly,
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we shall reverse the standing rejection of clains 1, 6 to 9,
11, 12, 15, 18, 20, and 21 on appeal.

CONCLUSI ON

The decision of the examner rejecting clains 1, 6 to 9,
11, 12, 15, 18, 20, and 21 under 35 U. S.C. § 103 over Tsunoda

in viewof Hlsumis reversed.

ERI C FRAHM
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

REVERSED
KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
) BOARD OF PATENT
JERRY SM TH )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
)
) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
)

EF/ pgg
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Donal d B. Sout hard
Mot orol a. | nc.

Intellectual Property Dept.

Li bertyville, 1L 60048
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